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REMARKS 



Claims 1-19, and 22-24 have been amended Claims 1-30 remain pending. 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-30 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Liva 
et al. (U.S. patent application 2002/0136203 Al). The Exaodner has also rejected claim 19under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Abe in view of Desai (US 5,781,703). 
Additionally, claims 33 and 34 are rejected under 35 U,S.C, § 103(a) as being mipatentable over 
Abe, The Examiner's rejections are respectfully traversed as follows. 

Claim 1 is directed towards a **packet fiber node for use m an access network^ the access 
network including a Head End and a plurality of nodes." The packet fiber node includes "at least 
one processor, memory, a first interface for communicating with the Head End, and a second 
interfece for communicating with at least a portion of the plurality of network nodes." Claim 1 
further requires **the packet fiber node being configured or designed to communicate with the 
Head End using baseband optical signals that are received at the packet fiber node fiiom the Head 
End and transmitted to the Head End by the packet fiber node . Claim 10 is directed towards a 
packet fiber node and recites "a distributed cable modem termination system (DCMTS)" that is 
''operable to communicate with the Head End using baseband optical signals that are received at 
the packet fiber node fi^m the Head End and transmitted to the Head End by the packet fiber 
node," Claim 23 includes meaixs for "communicating with the Head End using baseband optical 
signal s that are received at the packet fiber node fi^mthe Head End and transmitted to the Head 
End by the packet fiber node.* * In other words the fiber node has bidirectional commutucation 
using baseband optical signals. Embodiments of the present invention provide increased 
bandwidth to thereby allow richer data transmission between the Head End and cable modems, 
for example, 

Althou^ the reference Liva spears to teach the use of baseband by a fiber node, Liva 
fails to teach bidirectional use of baseband optical signals by a fiber node in communication with 
a Head End, See Abstract («i5)hasis added): "For HFCN channels containing signals with 
modulation or encoding schemes that are unknown or best processed upstream, the invention 
also provides for tunneling their spectrum over the same packet network as used for the cable 
modem data. The channels to be tunneled are isolated using digital receivers, translated to 
baseband, their data fi^amed, merged with cable modem subscriber data, and transmitted over the 
packet network- UpstreairL the firamed channel data is parsed and the original channel spectrum 
reconstructed to pemiit information recovery.** liva appears to only disclose the use of 
baseband in 4e context of transmitting upstream from the fiber node to the Head End and not for 
receiving baseband into the fiber node fix>m the Head End. See Page 2, Paragraph 20; Page 3, 
Paragraph 25; Page 6, Paragr^h 98; and Page 7, Paragraph 1 14-115. In sum. liva fails to teach 

(^7894^58 11 



PAGE 13/14 ' RCVD AT 12/28/2M5 4:56:07 PM [Eastern Standard rinie] * SVR:USPT0-EFXRF-6I26 * DNIS:2738300 ' CS!D:5106630920 » DURATION (min-ss):05^2 



BEST AVAIUBLE COPY 

28. 2005 2:04PM 5106630920 



or suggest mechanisms for a fiber node to commumcate with the Head End using baseband 
optical signalsjhat are received at the packet Sbcr node from the Head End and transmitted to 
the Head End by the packet fiber node, in the manner claithed. Accordingy, it is respectfully 
submitted that claims 1,10, and 23 are patentable over Liva, 

Claim 19 is directed towards a '"inethGd for perfoiming commumcation in a cable 
network/* Claim 19 also recites that "the cable network including a Head End which 
communicates with a plurality of different cable modem groups using at least one upstream 
channel and at least one downstream channel." Claim 19 also requires 'Hising a same channel 
fiequeacy to communicate with at least two different cable modem groups which are serviced by 
a common RF fiber node." The Examiner cites Liva at Page 1, Paragraph 6 and Page 5, 
Paragrahp 75-76 at teaching this limitation. Although commxmicating with differ^t cable 
modem groups is disclosed, it is respectfully submitted that liva fails to teach ox suggesting 
using a same channel fiequency to communicate with the different cable modem groups, in the 
manner claimed. Thus, it is submitted that claim 19 is patentable over Liva. 

The Examiner's rejections of the dependent claims are also respectfully traversed. 
However, to expedite prosecutiona all of these claims will not be argued separately. Claims 2-9> 
11-18, 20-22, and 24-30 each depend directly or iadirectly from iudependent claims 1, 10, 19, or 
23 and, therefore, are respectfully submitted to be patentable over cited art for at least the reasons 
set forth above with respect to claims 1, 10, 19, or 23. Further, the dependent claims require 
additional elements that when considered in context of the claimed inventions further patentably 
distinguish the invention fix)m the cited art For example, claim 20 explicitly recites transxnittiQg 
two different data portions to two different cable modem groxips xising a same channel frequency. 
The cited references fail to teach or suggest such limitations. 

» 

Applicant believes that all pending claims are allowable and respectfully requests a 
Notice of Allowance for this ^plication from the Examiner. Should the Examiner beUeve that a 
telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this application, the undersigned can be 
reached at the telephone nmnber set out below. 



Respectfully submitted, 
BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 




Mary R- Olymck 
Reg, 42,963 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(510)663-1100 
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